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Remarks/Arguments: 

Claim 5 has been amended. No new matter is introduced herein. Claims 1, 2, 4-8 and 
10-39 are pending. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6 and 11-39 are withdrawn from consideration. 

Claims 5, 7, 8 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tabata et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,375,335). It is respectfully submitted that this ground for 
rejection is overcome for the reasons set forth below. 

In particular, Tabata et al. do not disclose or suggests reflecting plate arranged on the 
rear-surface of said fight-guide plate, the reflecting plate including a portion which is arranged 
to be coextensive with the rear-surface of said light guide plate," as required by amended claim 
5. Support for the amendment can be found, for example, on p. 27, lines 1-5; and Fig. 17. 

Tabata et al. disclose, in Fig. 1, an illumination device in which light entered from an 
entrance surface to an interior of a light guide element 10 is scattered_bv a diffusion area 11 to 
emerge from an exit surface in a predetermined direction (Abstract and CoK 5, lines 61-65). As 
shown in Fig. 1, the diffusion area 11 is provided on a oart of a surface of the light guide 
element 10 along the length of the light guide element 10. (See also Figs. 4, 7, 15-23 and 27- 
33). Tabata et al. do not disclose or suggest a reflecting plate arranged to be coextensive with 
the rear surface of the light-guide plate, as required by amended claim 5. Tabata et al., 
instead, provide the diffusion area 11, which is described as being reflective, that covers only a 
part of the light guide element 10 in order to direct light in a predetermined direction. 
Accordingly, Tabata et al. cannot disclose or suggest a diffusion area that is coextensive with a 
rear-surface of the light guide element. Thus, Tabata et al. do not disclose or suggest all of the 
features of claim 5. 

Because Tabata et aJ. do not disclose all of the features of claim 5, claim 5 is not subject 
to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tabata et al. and claims 7, 8 
and 10 which depend from claim 5 are not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tabata et al. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants request the Examiner to 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 5, 7, 8 and 10, 



KNN/drm/pb 



Dated; August 2, 2006 



P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 



□ P.O. Box 1596 

Wilmington, DE 19899 
(302) 778-2500 



The Director is hereby authorized to charge I hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile 

or credit Deposit Account No. 18-0350 for transmitted to the United States Patent and Trademark 

any additional fees, or arty underpayment or Office (571-273-8300) on the date shown betow. 
credit for overpayment in connection 



Respectfully submitted, 




Kermgtfi N. Nigon Reg. N 
Attorney for Applicants 
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